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Abstract 
Within macroeconomics it is a well established point of view that investments in human capital is 
important for the economic growth of a region. In this paper we will look at the connection between 
job satisfaction and job performance and its impact on the “use” of human capital. A number of Meta 
- analyses shows that on average, the correlation between job satisfaction and effectiveness is about r 
= 0. 30 – 0. 40,which can be described as a moderate connection. Our regression analysis employing 
data from the European Social Survey Round 3 ESS - 3 (2006) shows that how much of the time the 
job is regarded as interesting has the strongest positive influence on perceived job satisfaction. Also 
the experience of having authority and influence over one’s own working day and over the 
organisation has a significant positive effect on job satisfaction. There are some consequences this 
should have in terms of exploiting and activating human capital amongst employees.  One way in 
which this occurs is for the employees to experience job satisfaction. Fundamental to this goal is the 
creation of interesting jobs and jobs that offer influence and authority. Our empirical analyses and 
those of others also show that creating job satisfaction is far more important than salary in terms of 
developing human capital. If a region is both to attract, develop and retain a skilled and motivated 
workforce, a great deal of work has to be done to develop jobs that are regarded as interesting and 
which provide job satisfaction, rather than attempting to compete in terms of salary as the most 
important attraction. That means a great job must be done by the leadership in the organizations. 
                                                          
1
 Anne Sigrid Haugset has performed the regression analyses and written the Data, Method and Results from 
the regression analyses chapter of the article. She has also contributed to the Discussion chapter.  
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Introduction 
The studies by the Nobel prize-winner in economics Garry S. Becker (1993) show that 
investments in human capital – the development of knowledge and skills – are of decisive 
significance for the economic growth of a region. The consequence of this is that in order to 
create economic growth it is necessary both to attract develop and retain human capital.  
Within macroeconomics there has not traditionally been a focus on knowledge and knowledge 
development as a basis of economic growth, but in the course of the 1990s a number of 
studies were presented that proposed the development and activation of human capital as an 
important motor for economic growth (Romer 1990; Davenport & Prusak 1997).  Between 
1990 and the present day there seems to have been an increasing focus in various studies on 
the importance of having knowledgeable and motivated staff as the basis for increased 
competitiveness and economic growth (Thurow 1996; Stewart 1997; Spilling 2007; Westeren 
2008; Siggaard Jensen 2008). 
These views are now so firmly held that in many respects they form the basis of the EU’s 
programme ―The Europe 2020 Strategy‖. The programme emphasises that Europe’s future 
lies in a knowledge economy in which training, research and innovation are key elements for 
economic growth, work and competitiveness.  Locally we find this again in the Regional 
Development Programme for the Norwegian county of North Trøndelag.  In that context it is 
emphasised in several places that the basis of continued growth, settlement and life enjoyment 
in North Trøndelag depends on knowledge development and on the creation of attractive jobs.  
Having access to a well-qualified workforce and managing to activate this workforce to 
productive purposes will therefore be an important factor for economic development in a 
region.  
The basis of the knowledge economy is that the nature of critical resources in today’s 
organisations is no longer of physical and material character such as production resources and 
capital but has now changed to so-called knowledge capital or intellectual capital in the form 
of skills embodied in the individual employee (Becker 1993; Nonaka 1994; Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995; Rooney, Hearn and Ninan 2005; Western 2008; Siggaard Jensen 2008). 
OECD defines the knowledge economy as follows:   
”Economics which are directly based on production, distribution and use of 
knowledge and information”. (OECD 1996) 
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The term ―intellectual capital‖ is variously defined in the literature. A comparison of different 
authors indicates, however, a frequent three-fold division of the term, which then consists of 
the following components (Stewart 1997; Sveiby 1990, Edvinson 2002):  
Stewart Sveiby Edvinson 
Human capital Individual skills Human capital 
Structural capital Internal structure Structural capital 
(organisation) 
Relational capital External structures Structural capital (customer) 
 
Figure 1. The term intellectual capital 
Human capital is the capabilities of individual members of staff in terms of knowledge, skills 
and attitudes. An important point here is that human capital is not merely connected to formal 
education and so-called explicit knowledge but is also to the highest degree connected to 
practical application in the form of implicit knowledge (Newell et al. 2002, Gouarly 2006). 
Structural capital consists of collaborations, systems, routines and rules, whilst relational 
capital consists of connections and relationships with customers, distributors, media, the 
authorities and other organisations.   In addition to recognising the importance of intellectual 
capital, a displacement of power has taken place in terms of who possesses and controls the 
critical resources – from employer to employees (Hillestad 2002). This means that very many 
organisations are faced with a new type of employee who is very conscious of his own value; 
such employees can be regarded as more demanding and less loyal to the company.   
Rohlin et al. (1994) depicts the differences by saying that we are moving from 
yesterday’s industrial society to today’s knowledge society, in which learning and skills 
development are the most important factors.  In the scholarly literature, access to a highly-
qualified workforce and the development of attractive jobs are often related to the concept of 
job satisfaction (Humprey, Nahrgang & Morgeson 2007; Støren 2008). Job satisfaction refers 
to a person’s general, overall assessment of their own work situation and is thus largely an 
individual quality (Lock 1983). There appears to be agreement that a high level of job 
satisfaction is closely related to the employee’s general motivation for their work and it is 
therefore very interesting to document which factors in work and working life are of most 
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significance for an employee’s job satisfaction (Lawler & Hall 1970, Tietjen & Myers 1998; 
Saari & Judge 2004). Kalleberg (1977) argues that one of the reasons for studying job 
satisfaction is in order to increase productivity. This would suggest that it is important to 
assess whether there is a clear connection between job satisfaction, motivation and 
performance/effectiveness at work (Judge, Thoresen, Bono & Patton 2001;Wriht, Cropazano 
& Bonett 2007).  
Our reasoning is based on the following model: 
 
Figure 2 Analytical model 
The starting point is a regression analysis employing data from the European Social Survey 
Round 3  ESS - 3 (2006) to investigate which factors affect job satisfaction amongst 
Norwegian workers. The focus is also on what factors create job satisfaction and what drives 
job satisfaction in the workplace. In relation to the model, we will first take a theoretical 
examination of the concept of job satisfaction and examine the literature concerning job 
satisfaction and motivation.  We will award a relatively-large place in the discussion to the 
connection between job satisfaction and effective completion of work. Is it the case that there 
is a direct connection between perceived job satisfaction, motivation and performance? In the 
methodological section we will attempt to put into operation the technical concepts behind job 
satisfaction as seen in connection with the variables for ESS – 3. We will then present some 
hypotheses concerning what creates job satisfaction. Next, we will present the main results of 
the regression analysis. The article concludes with a discussion of the results of the regression 
analysis, what it is that creates job satisfaction and what if any consequences this should have 
in terms of exploiting and activating human capital amongst employees.   
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Job satisfaction 
Job satisfaction is extensively described in the literature (Hertzberg 1987; Agho, Muller & Price 1993; 
Locke 1976, 1983; Deci & Ryan 1985; Saari & Judge 204; Berge Matthiesen 2005). Together with an 
attitude of dedicated interest in the organisation, job satisfaction is regarded as an important approach 
for understanding the individual within working life and organisations  (Kaufmann & Kaufmann, 
2009). Job satisfaction is often coupled with various aspects of working life such as motivation, 
performance, absenteeism, turnover and job design – what is it that creates ―good work‖? (Mitchell 
1974; Petty, McGee & Cavender 1984; Perrachione, Petersen & Rossser 2008).  
There are many definitions of job satisfaction, but most contain a subjective assessment of 
personal needs and expectations in comparison to the reality experienced in connection with the job.   
Conrad’s definition involves a match between what the individual considers that they need and the 
rewards they actually receive from the job (Conrad, Conrad & Parker 1985). We see here that it is the 
psychological expectations and the degree to which these are met that are at the core of the matter. 
Another definition, by Lock (1976), defines job satisfaction as a positive emotional state resulting 
from the individual’s assessment of the job or experiences with it.  In addition, job satisfaction was 
dependent on the working environment, the opportunities to have expectations met and the attainment 
of values that are compatible with the needs of the individual. This point of view of definition of   
job satisfaction also seems to be well established in recent literature on the topic — for 
example, in The Oxford Handbook of Organizational Well – being (Cartwright og Cooper 
2009: 160 – 179) 
Others have emphasised job satisfaction as resulting from the degree to which aspects of 
the work meet personal needs (Smith, Kendall & Hullin 1969).  In summary, and somewhat 
simplified, job satisfaction has been described as the degree to which people like (satisfaction) or 
dislike (dissatisfaction) their job (Spector 1997) and this is often connected to various aspects of 
the job.  
This is compatible with Thorsrud and Emery’s classic term ―psychological demands to 
jobs‖ of 1970. Today this forms a part of the basis of  the requirements for satisfactory 
working conditions in the Norwegian Working Environment Act (Bjørvik, 1993).  
The need for substance and variation in the job, for being able to learn something, for taking 
decisions within one’s own area of work, for recognition, for seeing a connection between 
work and the world at large and that the job is a part of a desirable future are all identified by 
Thorsrud and Emery as fundamental requirements for a job in psychological terms, and as 
aspects that contribute to a job being experienced as meaningful by an employee.   
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Hertzberg’s two-factor theory is based on the existence of two sets of explanatory 
factors when employees consider satisfaction or dissatisfaction in their job (Herzberg, 1987). 
The so-called hygiene factors can create dissatisfaction but not satisfaction. The motivational 
factors, on the other hand, explain workplace satisfaction but not dissatisfaction.  Satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction should thus be regarded as two different dimensions, the values of which 
are defined by different factors. The hygiene factors include the company’s policies and 
administration, management, working conditions, inter-personal relationships, salary, status, 
job security and work-life balance.   
Motivational factors include performance, recognition, the work itself, responsibility, 
promotion and growth. Even though Herzberg’s survey has received very considerable 
scholarly attention and worldwide comment, according to   Løvland (1999) there is little 
empirical support for the theory that we in fact are faced with two separate factors that 
determine motivation in respect of work.  
A relatively normal method of studying job satisfaction is to divide the job into five 
areas: salary-related conditions, promotion/career, colleagues and social aspects of work life, 
guidance/leadership and job content (the actual work) – a division created by Smith, Kendall 
og Hulin (1969). Characteristics of the actual job (challenges, personal contribution and 
autonomy) are also identified by Parker (2003) as an important source of job satisfaction. We 
observe that many refer to the content of the job – the characteristics of the work – as an 
important determinant of job satisfaction. Highly-qualified individuals also identify the 
realisation of professional values and ambitions (Støren 2008). 
The content of the job is also the aspect that has the greatest correlation with overall 
job satisfaction (Berge Matthiesen, 2005). Gender differences are relatively small in relation 
to perceived job satisfaction, even though the tendency is that slightly fewer women are 
satisfied with their jobs. Age, however, can be significant. Earlier research indicates that older 
employees are consistently more satisfied with their jobs than younger ones (Berge 
Matthiesen, 2005). This is explained by diminished expectations to work and is often mixed 
with a certain amount of resignation.   
The employee’s personality type is also thought to affect job satisfaction. Maccoby 
(1988) uses the term social character types and his message is that different social character 
types require different kinds of motivation.   
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Maccoby’s (1988) research indicates that the new generation of employee, which he terms 
self-developers, experience job satisfaction primarily under the following circumstances:  
responsibility and response in the workplace, opportunities for change and development, 
increased interest in the content of the work, team work in combination with personal 
development, fair and meaningful reward, involvement and participation.  We also find much 
of this in the work of Deci & Ryan (1985) which associates job satisfaction and motivation 
with empowerment, or empowering management (Thomas & Velthause 1990). Here the 
emphasis is on autonomy, the experience of skills and mastery, meaningful work and 
influence.   
As we see, job satisfaction is a concept with many approaches and which consists of 
many factors. Nevertheless, the model proposed by Hackman and Oldham (1980) can stand as 
a summary of the most important factors involved in job satisfaction and motivation. They 
speak of the motivational potential of work (MPW) as a function of skill variety (SV), task 
identity (TI), task significance (TS), autonomy and feedback in work.  This can be expressed 
as follows: 
MPW = ( (SV + TI + TS): 3 ) x autonomy x feedback 
Put simply, the motivational potential of work (the extent to which it provides motivation) 
consists of characteristics of the job itself – whether it is perceived as interesting and what 
opportunities exist for autonomy and feedback in the job. Job satisfaction reflects a kind of 
emotional state of satisfaction or pleasure connected with the job, whilst motivation is 
concerned with the activation of conditions in which power or energy is mobilised (creating 
drive-force) and with the expenditure of energy having a direction or a goal (Mitchell and 
Larson 1987). Job satisfaction is thus, as we see it, associated with the general aspects of the 
job whilst motivation is associated with special aspects (such as tasks and achieving goals). , 
In research terms there is a great deal to suggest that this and other descriptions of the 
significance of job characteristics for motivation and performance are relatively well founded, 
even though it is difficult to demonstrate a direct and linear connection (Porter 1973, Argyle 
1989).  
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Job satisfaction and performance 
Theoretical analyses 
In our model we propose a connection between job satisfaction, motivation and performance. 
This is naturally an area of enquiry that has occupied occupational researchers over a long 
period.  Judge et. al (2001) describes it as the hunt for the work psychologist’s ―Holy Grail‖. 
Purely intuitively we can perhaps suggest that an employee who feels job satisfaction is a 
motivated employee and one who works effectively and creates results for the organisation.  
In the 1950s and1960s this was a generally accepted assumption, but theoretical and empirical 
studies gradually emerged that set out a more nuanced view of this.   
We will now look at various theoretical models for the Job Satisfaction – Job 
Performance Relationship, before surveying some of the empirical studies dealing with this 
topic. The latter will be carried out primarily with reference to a number of meta-analyses that 
have been carried out in the area of job satisfaction and productivity.   
Several authors have explored the connection between job satisfaction and 
performance (Lawler & Porter 1967; Locke 1968, Mitchell & Knudsen 1973). In an often-
cited article from 2001, Judge et al. list seven different connections between ‖Job satisfaction 
and Job performance‖ (Judge et. al 2001, s. 377 – 381).  
 
Figure 3 Different connections between job satisfaction and job performance 
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Model 1 portrays a direct connection between job satisfaction and performance and is, as 
already indicated, based on the general opinion that had been predominant for some years.  A 
number of subsequent studies reversed this opinion.  Model 2 indicates that job performance 
leads to job satisfaction.  Lawler and Porter (1967) claim that working and achieving goals 
subsequently leads to the experience of job satisfaction. Model 3 indicates a more complex 
interplay between job satisfaction and performance, but this model has been little portrayed in 
theoretical or empirical studies. Model 4 takes as its starting point that the connection between 
two factors is due to a third factor that is unmeasured but significant – a spurious connection.   
A factor of this sort may be, for instance, the degree of confidence in the situation. Many 
studies of the relationship between job satisfaction and performance are based on the input of 
a number of moderating factors. This is illustrated in model 5. An attempt is made to detail 
these factors, but it is difficult to establish which the most important factors are. Factors such 
as salary, external and internal motivation, personality traits and career direction are often 
mentioned.  Model 6 postulates that there is no connection between job satisfaction and 
performance: there are separate variables that do not influence each other at all. This 
assumption seems to enjoy very little support in the literature. The last model alleges that if 
we are to study the connection between job satisfaction and performance we must re-define 
both terms and, for instance, study different types of emotions and different types of 
performance.   It may be the case that a general positive or negative attitude means more than 
job satisfaction in itself. Similarly, the concept of performance can be discussed by taking a 
broader starting point in a social commitment in which performance bears little relationship to 
traditional job satisfaction.  
This survey of the connection between job satisfaction and performance shows how 
complex and difficult it is to identify definite connections between these aspects. Many 
studies that have been carried out have the weakness that individual specific aspects of job 
satisfaction have been studied and these have been related to general goals in productivity at 
work. It becomes apparent that these connections are consistently weak, but as Judge et. al 
(op. cit) points out, there are considerable problems with comparing something specific with 
something general, or vice versa. Both parts must occupy the same level, which means that in 
this instance it is necessary to contrast a total score for job satisfaction with a total score for 
performance.   
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Analyses of empirical studies 
A number of empirical analyses have dealt with the relationship between job satisfaction and 
performance. Some are concerned with the experiences individual work groups have of their 
own working situation and the connection between this and performance. More recently some 
meta-analyses have also been carried out, using statistical techniques to sum up the results 
from a number of primary studies.  Within certain areas such as psychology, pedagogy and 
health, meta-analyses have to a great extent replaced traditional review articles.  Individual 
analyses show considerable divergence in the indicated degree of correlation between job 
satisfaction and performance. The correlation varies from small negative values to relatively-
store positive values (Argyle 1989).  Within the relatively complex picture we have sketched 
of possible connections, such meta-analyses will be of great value in order to obtain a good 
overview over the many empirical studies that have been carried out. In our survey of such 
analyses we have primarily drawn on meta-analyses from 1974 up to 2007 (Mitchell 1974; 
Petty, McGee & Cavender 1984; Iffaldano & Muchinsky 1985; Argyle 1989; Judge et. al 
2001; Schleicher, Watt & Greguras 2004; Saari & Judge 2004; Wright, Cropanzano & Bonett 
2007; Humprey, Nahrgang & Morgeson 2007). These are relatively comprehensive 
assimilations of studies carried out on the connection between job satisfaction and 
performance.  The analysis of Judge et. al takes into account 312 previous studies with 54 117 
subjects, and the study by Humprey, Nahrgang og Morgeson consists of an analysis of 259 
previous studies including altogether 219 625 participants. Even though these studies show a 
certain amount of variation, the conclusion is that perceived job satisfaction is a good 
indicator for performance and efficiency at work. An employee who is satisfied with his or 
her job is also an effective employee. On average, the correlation between job satisfaction and 
effectiveness is about r = 0. 30 – 0. 40, which can be described as a moderate connection. On 
the basis of the theoretical survey we have conducted of core concepts such as job 
satisfaction, motivation and performance, along with the survey of previous empirical 
research, it seems that we find some support for the model that we presented on page 3. We 
will now make a presentation and discussion of a regression analysis using data from the 
European Social Survey Round 3 ESS - 3 (2006) to investigate which factors influence job 
satisfaction for Norwegian employees. The focus is thus on what creates job satisfaction and 
on what drives job satisfaction in the workplace.   
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From theory to hypotheses 
We have already examined the significance of human capital for economic growth. The idea 
of ―getting the most out of‖ this resource will be an important competitive advantage and as 
such important for all organisations. Siggaard Jensen (2008, s. 134) puts it as follows: In the 
knowledge economy financial capital is still an important element, but the challenge is how to 
transform human capital, social capital and intellectual capital into financial capital.  
This can be expressed as how we can use human resources to increase productivity. 
The main point is that in order to create development in a region, it is necessary to attract, 
develop and keep a skilled and motivated workforce. On the basis of core features from the 
psychology of work, we have shown that an important factor in this work is to create 
attractive jobs with a great potential for motivation, and as such increase the opportunity for 
job satisfaction.  Next, we have shown that there is a connection (if not necessarily strong, but 
at least demonstrated and moderate) between job satisfaction, motivation and efficiency in the 
workplace.  
Data 
We wish to use parts of the European Social Survey Round 3 ESS - 3 (2006)
23
 to investigate 
which factors affect job satisfaction amongst Norwegian employees. ESS:3 is a dataset 
collected in 28 European countries, and it aims at making it possible for researchers to 
compare attitude variables on the micro level with institutional differences between countries 
on the macro level. The advantages of using this dataset are that the data are made statistically 
representative by random sampling, and thatESS:3 offers data that spans a wide range of 
occupations and organisations. The response rate is 63,3 percent for Norway. The response 
rate is somewhat lower among respondents with low education. 
                                                          
2
 ESS Round 3: European Social Survey Round 3 Data (2006). Data file edition 3.2. Norwegian Social Science 
Data Services, Norway – Data Archive and distributor of ESS data.  
3
 The Central Co-ordinating Team (CCT) and the producers bear no responsibility for the uses of the ESS data, or 
for interpretations or inferences based on these uses. The CCT and the producers accept no liability for indirect, 
consequential or incidental damages or losses arising from use of the data collection, or from the unavailability 
of, or break in access to the service for whatever reason. 
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In the analyses we use data from the 1215 Norwegian respondents in ESS:3 who were in paid 
work at the time of the survey. 17 respondents were excluded from the analysis due to not 
answering all the questions (listwise deletion). The total number of respondents in the 
analyses are 1198. 
 
Variables 
 The ESS:3 survey includes the following independent variables, amongst others:  
 
  How satisfied with job/work balance 
 How often the job is perceived as interesting 
 How often the job is perceived as stressful 
 The extent to which salary is perceived as unreasonable 
 Perception of authority and influence 
4
 
 Number of years training 
 Age 
 Gender 
  
The opportunity to influence organisational policy and the extent to which it is possible to 
organise one’s own work are factors concerned with authority and influence. We see here that 
many of the factors located in the independent variables are found in the theoretical models 
associated with job satisfaction, especially in what is termed models of job characteristics, 
including the work motivation potential models by, amongst others, Herzberg (1987), Parker 
(2003), Spector (1987) and not least Hackman and Oldham (1980). A survey of this sort of 
the available variables compared to core elements of job characteristics should secure an 
acceptable conceptual validity. 
  Of the variables that are available through the data material, it is these that are 
expected to contribute to the explanation of job satisfaction. We anticipate a positive effect 
from the following variables:  satisfaction with the job/other balance, the opportunity to 
                                                          
4 Authority and influence is a scale constructed on the basis of questions regarding the extent to which the 
individual can organise their own working day and opportunities to influence the activities of the organisation 
(Chronbach’s alpha = 0,708). 
The extent to which the job is perceived as interesting is concerned with characteristics of the actual work work 
itself.  
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influence the organisation and the opportunity to organise own work; whilst we anticipate that 
the experience of a stressful job and of being dissatisfied with salary in relation to effort and 
performance will have a negative effect on job satisfaction.  On this basis we have formulated 
the following hypothesis which will be tested through the regression analysis.   
Having an interesting job, leadership responsibility, the opportunity to influence the 
organisation, the opportunity to organise one’s own work, a fair salary level and a good 
balance between job and other aspects of life will cause the experience of job satisfaction in 
an employee.   
We anticipate that the motivational factors of an interesting job, authority and influence 
(Herzberg, 1987) will have a greater effect on job satisfaction than the hygiene factors of 
salary, job/life balance and work-related stress. 
Method 
We have carried out a stepwise linear regression analysis based on the Norwegian respondents 
who stated that they had paid employment at the time of the ESS:3 survey (N=1198). The 
dependent variable in the analysis is the perceived job satisfaction of the respondents, 
measured in values between 0 and 10, where 0 is extremely dissatisfied and 10 extremely 
satisfied.  This variable is potens transformed (power = 2,2) to symmetry on account of the 
imbalance in response distribution (average value = 7,45).   
Regression analyses claims a causal direction from the independent to the dependent variable 
(Grønmo, 2004:2004). The causal direction between job satisfaction and the independent 
attitude variables interesting work, job stress, authority and influence, fair pay and the balance 
job/other life aspects is not without problems in a cross sectional survey like ESS:3. The use 
of attitude variables as independent variables in regression analyses demands a strong 
theoretical support for the direction of causality (Ringdal, 2007:362). The demand oriented 
theories on job satisfaction and the theories of job characteristics make up our theoretical 
fundament for using these as causal variables in this analysis. These theories have 
traditionally had a strong standing in the job satisfaction research (Bjørvik, 1993). There are 
other theoretical approaches to the issue as well, such as theories on cognitive social learning 
and social information processing, implying other causal directions (Wong, Hui and Law, 
1998).  
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Results from the regression analyses 
The results of the regression analysis show the following: 
Independent variables Standardised 
Coificcient 
Standard 
error 
Significance 
level 
How interesting job  .485 .794 .000 
How stressed job -.056 .580 .015 
Unreasonable salary against input/performance  -.093 .824 .000 
Authority and influence  .150 .187 .000 
Satisfied with work/other balance  -.363 1.893 .001 
(Satisfied with work/other balance)²  .584 .156 .000 
Age -.069 .407 .003 
Dependent variable = How satisfied with the job (power = 2.2)  
N = 1198,  
R² = .422 
Table 1 Results from the regression analysis 
 
Interpretation of the standardized regression coefficients in this analysis is complicated by 
different measurement level on the variables. Answers from the respondents are given on 
different scales, and in addition is age a continuous variable. It is therefore not possible to 
compare regression coefficients directly. We have used conditional effect formulas and plots 
for each independent variable, in order to calculate how much variation it creates in total in 
the dependent variable when all other independent variables is held constant on the average 
values (Hamilton, 1992). The conditional effect plot for the independent variable with the 
greatest impact on job satisfaction (how interesting job is) is shown in figure 4. 
 
The main result in this analysis is that how much of the time the job is regarded as interesting 
has the strongest positive influence perceived job satisfaction. Also the experience of having 
authority and influence over one’s own working day and over the organisation has a 
significant positive effect on job satisfaction. (Figure 5). This effect is however far weaker 
than the effect of experiencing the job as interesting. They demonstrate the connection 
between perceived job satisfaction and job interest and authority/influence, respectively.   
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Figure 4  
 
Figure 5 
Amongst other findings, the extent of the perceived balance between job and leisure time has 
a curvilinear influence on job satisfaction, in which those who are very satisfied with this 
balance report a somewhat higher degree of job satisfaction.  Experiencing the job as stressful 
and not experiencing a fair level of pay for effort has a moderate but significant negative 
effect on job satisfaction. Increased age also appears to exert a weak to moderate negative 
effect on job satisfaction. Number of years in education and gender has no significant 
influence on job satisfaction in this analysis.   
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Discussions 
Causes of job satisfaction 
Our theoretical survey of causes of job satisfaction shows that job satisfaction is a concept 
with many facets and approaches. A common thread, however, is that job satisfaction is often 
connected to qualities associated with the job itself – how interesting it is. Another important 
issue is that job satisfaction is positively affected by having authority and influence at work. 
This formed the background for our formulation of hypotheses concerning the various causes 
of job satisfaction.  Our findings support most of the causal factors in the hypothesis 
concerning what creates job satisfaction amongst employees. Regression analysis shows that 
having a job that is felt to be interesting much of the time and having authority and influence 
in the workplace and its tasks has a positive influence on job satisfaction, whilst stress at work 
and the feeling of not receiving fair pay negatively influences job satisfaction.  
As has already been commented, these are results which coincide both with theoretical 
analyses of job satisfaction and with the results of empirical studies in the area (Løvland 
1999; Berge Matthiesen 2005; Judge et. al. 2001; Humprey, Nahrgang & Morgenson 2007). 
We expect that the factors identified by, amongst others, Herzberg (1987) as motivational 
factors should have the strongest influence on job satisfaction in the survey, and this 
hypothesis is fairly substantially supported by the results of the regression.  It is the 
motivational factor that the job is perceived as interesting for much of the time that is clearly 
the most important causal factor of job satisfaction in the analysis. If the job is perceived as 
interesting for much of the time, job satisfaction increases.  Variation in this variable amounts 
to a change of 50.1 percent of the scale in perceived job satisfaction when the rest of the 
variables are set to average values.  The relationship between experiencing having an 
interesting job and job satisfaction is curvilinear and the effect on job satisfaction of an 
increase in how interesting the job is diminishes higher up in the scale.  An implication of this 
is that it will be most profitable for the employer to invest more in more interesting jobs for 
those who initially experience that their work is not very interesting. The effect is greater here 
than in making already fairly interesting jobs more exciting, given that the goal is increased 
job satisfaction.     
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Authority and influence, which are also motivational factors, also lead to greater job 
satisfaction but have far less effect on job satisfaction. This variable can altogether yield a 
change in job satisfaction of 10.3 percent of the scale, if all other variables are held at average 
values.  Job satisfaction diminishes when there is a perception that salary is unreasonable. 
How reasonable or unreasonable the salary level is thought to be in relation to performance 
and effort creates a variation in perceived job satisfaction of 5.4 percent of the scale when 
other variables are held at average values. This finding is also clearly in accordance with 
Herzberg’s hygiene factors and other theoretical contributions.   
The significance of age 
In this analysis, increased age affects job satisfaction significantly but slightly in a negative 
direction.  A variation in age between 20 and 67 years (the working life in Norway) creates a 
variation in job satisfaction of 4.4 percent of the scale, if other factors are maintained 
constant. Earlier research results are not unanimous in terms of the significance of age.  Berge 
Mathiesen (2005:170) suggests that increased age is normally associated with higher job 
satisfaction, and mentions resignation and reduced expectations to working life as a possible 
mechanism for explaining the reported higher satisfaction amongst older employees.  
There is also variation between different occupations in terms of the significance of 
age. In a survey of job satisfaction amongst a hospital’s nursing assistants, registered nurses 
and doctors respectively, it was seen that age had a positive effect on job satisfaction amongst 
the nurses and nursing assistants but a negative effect amongst the doctors.   
Educational level 
One of the independent variables that were included was level of education. This was 
included because from a theoretical standpoint it was assumed that employees with more 
education had higher expectations of how interesting the job should be and that they would to 
a greater degree than other workers emphasise on this as a cause of job satisfaction.   Both the 
general theory of job satisfaction (Lock 1993) and more specific discussions of the knowledge 
worker’s demands of their work (Newell et. al.2002) support such a hypothesis. A number of 
studies of job satisfaction have included the employee’s educational level as one of the causal 
variables, but findings have been very variable and no clear-cut conclusions can be drawn.  
The studies show both positive effect, negative effect and no effect at all of educational level 
on job satisfaction (Vila & Garcia-Mora, 2005, p. 411.)  
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In this analysis we do not find any significant connection between educational level 
and job satisfaction, when adjusted for age and aspects related to the actual work.   Initial 
analyses show a significant but weak correlation (Pearsons r = .102) between total years of 
education and authority and influence in the workplace. Educational level does not correlate 
with the other variables in the analysis for these Norwegian employees.  
Conclusion 
In relation to our introductory line of enquiry about economic growth, human capital, job 
satisfaction, motivation and workplace effectiveness, our conclusions from our survey of 
theory in this area, previous research and our own analysis are as follows:   
Firstly, it is still the case that in order to create economic growth in an area such as 
North Trøndelag, for instance, it is very important to focus on human capital – workers with a 
good level of knowledge, high skills and experience.   One way in which this occurs is for the 
employees to experience job satisfaction. Fundamental to this goal is the creation of 
interesting jobs and jobs that offer influence and authority.   
Being able to realise professional values, professional goals, to use one’s abilities, to 
carry out tasks with which one can identify, and so on, are important factors for the 
experience of job satisfaction and motivation.  We have also demonstrated that there is a 
connection between job satisfaction, motivation and performance.  This means that in order to 
develop a staff that performs well in their jobs one should attempt to develop jobs that are 
perceived as interesting and which offer job satisfaction.  
A number of studies have also been carried out that suggest that using and developing 
the implicit and explicit knowledge of employees will have a positive effect on the 
organisation’s output and competitiveness. Westeren (2008, p. 143), who has carried out a 
larger study at the Aker Verdal plant, puts it as follows: The importance of knowledge to 
explain firm performance and competitiveness is reflected in a growing number of theoretical 
and policy oriented articles. 
Needless to say, there are also a number of other aspects that affect effectiveness and 
competitiveness, including technology and different management systems.  In our work, 
however, we have focused on what creates job satisfaction and how this affects performance 
at work and how human capital in the form of experience, knowledge and skills can thus be 
used to improve competitiveness.   
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Secondly, our empirical analyses and those of others also show that creating job satisfaction is 
far more important than salary in terms of developing human capital. In a broadly-based 
analysis by NIFU-STEP about job satisfaction amongst the highly educated (Støren 2008) the 
following conclusion is reached:  
” Summary – job satisfaction: Both the realisation of professional goals, that is to say, 
subjective measures of how good a working situation one has, and objective goals 
such as aligning with the work market (relevant versus irrelevant work), professional 
values as well as seeing the benefit of one’s education, is of significance for job 
satisfaction. Of these the most important, however, is to realise one’s professional 
values – salary appears to have relatively little significance. Of particular importance 
for job satisfaction is the realisation of professional ambitions, thereafter comes 
career direction and the fulfilment of social values related to a job.”  
(Støren 2008, p. 150) 
If we think regionally it is the case that there is considerable geographic variation in 
commercial structures, job types and salary levels, often along the centre-periphery axis. Our 
analysis and those of others imply that if a region is both to attract, develop and retain a 
skilled and motivated workforce, a great deal of work has to be done to develop jobs that are 
regarded as interesting and which provide job satisfaction, rather than attempting to compete 
in terms of salary as the most important attraction. 
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